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Preliminary remark. 


The paper appearing here in printing, on "The Fundamental 
Difference in the Doctrine of Conversion and Election of Grace," was 
delivered at the "Free Conference" held at Watertown, Wis. The 
printing, however, was not initiated and decided upon by the 
conference as such, but was a purely private matter, inasmuch as only 
a number of the participants in the conference requested the 
undersigned to see to its publication by printing. Both footnotes and 
"notes" were of course not read out during the lecture, but were printed, 
because they were partly the basis for the elaboration of the lecture. - 
The "Appeal" is based on the heartfelt wish, first, that the doctrinal 
position of this body be judged not according to the rumor, but 
according to the writings of the Synodical Conference, and second, that 
an agreement be reached not by ignoring, but by eliminating the 
differences. 


F. Pieper. 


The fundamental difference in the doctrines of conversion 
and Election of Grace. 


In the 19th century, the history of the 16th century has repeated itself 
in the Lutheran Church, especially in the Lutheran Church of America. 
Among those who claim to be faithful Lutherans on both sides, fierce 
disputes have arisen over the doctrines of free will, conversion, and 
Election of Grace. 

The side which is primarily represented by the Synodical Conference 
is accused of denying common grace, placing contrary wills in God, 
teaching forced conversion, etc. Those thus accused describe this 
accusation as being completely taken out of the air and refer to their 
doctrines, in which they teach general, earnest grace, explicitly rejecting 
and continually combating every Calvinistic particularism, and also reject 
every forced conversion, etc. The Synodal Conference, on the other hand, 
is accused of denying general grace, of placing contradictory wills in God, 
of teaching forced conversion, etc. On the other hand, the Synodical 
Conference accuses the opposing party of denying "grace alone," of 
teaching semipelagianism and synergism, and thus of attacking the 
Christian doctrine at its core, namely in the concept of grace. Those thus 
accused also reject the accusation as completely unfounded and refer to 
such passages in their writings in which they explicitly and emphatically 
attribute conversion and salvation to the grace of God. 

Where is the factual difference? Is there a point from which the 
difference can be clearly overlooked, the mutual positions recognized, and 
accusation and counter-accusation understood? There is such a point. And 
| will now try to put this point in the light. 

However, | would like to make a preliminary remark regarding the way 
in which | present the difference in this lecture. | have found it expedient to 
start with citations from American writings - i.e. of those directly concerned 
2 by 
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to be completely foreseen. Earlier proceedings within the Lutheran Church 
of the Americas were unsatisfactory in part because there were copious 
citations from the extensive publications of both sides without being able to 
verify the citations immediately. There were also extensive discussions 
about the context of the citations necessary. | have therefore preferred not 
to quote from our writings, the writings of the Synodical Conference, nor 
from the writings of our American opponents. | am firmly convinced that the 
contrast which separates us is fully expressed in generally known doctrinal 
statements of the 16th and 17th centuries, as well as in writings of German 
theologians of the 19th century, which are also generally known among us. 
Should anyone be of the opinion that his point of view has not been 
sufficiently taken into account here, he will have no hesitation in expressing 
this during the following discussion. This would then contribute to further 
Clarification of the situation. 


The factual difference. 


The factual difference that separates us lies, according to my firm 
conviction, in the fundamentally different position on the question: "Why are 
not all men converted and saved? Or, to put it still more precisely, "Why, 
among men, are some converted and saved before others, since the grace 
of God in Christ is universal and all men are in the same utter ruin?" Our 
ancient theologians also probably had for this question the short keyword: 
"Cur alii prae aliis?" 

If one is accurate, this question has been the crux theologorum of all 
times: in the Pelagian and semi-Pelagian disputes of the 5th and 6th 
centuries, in the synergistic disputes of the 16th and 17th centuries. And 
when the question once came to a scriptural conclusion after a long 
struggle, as in a brief version in the resolutions of the so-called Council of 
Arausio (Orange) of 529 and in a detailed exposition in the eleventh article 
of the Formula of Concord: it became again and again the subject of 
discussion and dispute in narrower and wider circles. Thus, in the American 
Lutheran Church, especially in the last quarter of the nineteenth century, it 
has been the subject of public debate. 


church struggle. And the fundamentally different position on this question 
is the most profound principal difference that separates the so-called 
"confessional Lutherans" of America. 


What is this different position? | want to demonstrate it in concreto 
with well-known sayings of the 16th century. 

In the 16th century, within the Lutheran Church, we find two 
fundamentally different, mutually exclusive answers to the question: "Why 
is it that among men some are converted and saved, while others remain 
unconverted and perish? The later Melanchthon gives this answer in his 


Loci: "Cum promissio sit universalis, nec sint in Deo contradictoriae 
voluntates, necesse est, in nobis esse aliquam discriminis causam, cur Saul 
abjiciatur, David recipiatur, id est, necesse est, aliquam esse actionem 


dissimilem in his duobus." (Loci, ed. Detzer, I, 74.) In German: "Since the 
promise is general and in God there are not contradictory wills, there must 
necessarily be in us (men) a cause of difference why a Saul is rejected and 
a David accepted, that is, there must necessarily be in the two a different 
action." Melanchthon, of course, means a different action or behavior 
toward grace. Melanchthon's train of thought is clear. He wants to say: The 
grace of God is general, extends not only to a David, but also to a Saul. If 
now only David is saved, but Saul is rejected, then this must have its reason 
in the fact that David, compared to Saul, behaved best against God's Word 
of God and grace. If one did not accept this, that is, if one did not place the 
reason for David's salvation before Saul's in man, in David himself, then 
one could not hold on to the general grace of God, but would place two 
contradictory wills in God, since God would then declare in his word that he 
wants to make all men saved through his grace in Christ, but in fact_or 
historically only saved a part of men with his grace. Thus, if one wants to 
hold on to general grace, there is nothing left but to place the cause of 
salvation in man when comparing those who are saved with those who are 
lost. In order to do Melanchthon full righteousness, it must be 
acknowledged that on other occasions, namely, when he did not face the 


question: "Cur 
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alii prae aliis?", attributes the salvation of man solely to God's grace and 
resolutely rejects every action of man and every human advantage. 
Compare, for example, his remarks "De vocabulo gratia" in the Loci (1. c. 


1,189 sqq.). But as soon as he comes to the question, "Why are not all men 
converted and saved?" or, "Why some before others?" - then the cause of 
conversion and salvation is said to lie in the better conduct of man. The 


proof for this he does not bring from the Scriptures, but with the "necesse 


est". To refer immediately to a parallel from more recent times, Luthardt, in 
his monograph on "The Doctrine of Free Will" (Leipzig, 1863), also says on 
the one hand that repentance and faith of man are to be understood purely 
as the doing of God in man (e.g., p. 425). On the other hand, Luthardt again 


explicitly denies sola gratia. That he does this under the printing of the 
question: "Cur alii prae aliis?" is evident from the way he justifies his denial 


of sola gratia. He says: "If God Himself would work the taking hold of 
salvation, the obedience of faith, conversion - the word in the sense of the 
present biblical usage -, then, however, predestinatianism" (i.e., the denial 
of universal grace) "would be inevitable." (Op. cit., p. 276.) This is one side 


of the position on the question, "Cur alii prae aliis?" 


In sharp contrast to this stands the Formula of Concord. The Formula 
of Concord also approaches the comparison. Like Melanchthon Saul and 


David, it also places the lost and the blessed next to each other. (Sol. Decl., 


Art. 11, § 57 ff., p. 716 f.) But she immediately firmly denies that the 
blessed, in comparison with the lost, behave better against God's Word 
and grace. She says: "One is hardened, blinded, given to a perverse mind, 
another, even in the same quilt, is converted again, etc." She says: On 
those who are lost comes as justified punishment "what we all" - who are 
saved - "well deserve, are worthy of, and are worthy of, because we behave 
evil against God's Word and often grieve the Holy Spirit, so that we may 
live in God's fear and recognize and praise God's goodness without and 
against our merit in and with us, to whom he gives and leaves his Word, 
whom he does not harden and reject." (Muller, p. 716.) The Concordien- 
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formula thus denies as decisively as possible that a cause or inducement 
for one man to be converted and saved before another lies in the man 


himself. It rejects as decisively as possible the Melanchthonian "actio 


dissimilis in his duobus". As a result of the comparison between those who 
are lost and those who are saved, the Formula of Concord gives the 
following: Those who are lost, however, behave evil against God's Word 
and grace, thus earning the taking away of the Word and hardening. There 
is no absolute hardening, but only a hardening based on human guilt. But 
as for the blessed, they do not behave better, but also "evil" against God's 
Word and grace. They owe their conversion and salvation, that is, the 
advantage they enjoy over those who are lost, not to their better behavior 
but to the pure, undeserved grace of God. "His justified, unmerited 
judgment" (the taking away of the Word of God, the non-conversion and 
hardening) "he (God) makes to be seen in certain countries, peoples and 
persons, so that we, when we are held against them and compared with 
them (nos cum illis collati et quam simillimi illis deprehensi, compared with 


them and found quite like them), may learn to recognize and praise the 
more diligently God's pure unmerited grace in the vessels of mercy. For 
those are not wronged who are punished and receive the wages of their 
sins; but in others, when God gives and receives his word, and thereby 
enlightens, converts, and preserves men, God extols his pure grace and 
mercy without their merit." (p. 717.) This is the other side of the position on 
the question, "Cur alii prae aliis?" 

Truly, a profound principal difference between the Formula of 
Concord and the later Melanchthon! These are two positions, which 
constantly deny each other, between which any rapprochement is 
absolutely impossible. The difference is also of the greatest practical 
importance. According to Melanchthon's position, David says: "That |, 
David, am saved, while Saul is lost, | owe to my dissimilis actio, my better 
conduct." According to the Formula of Concord position, David says, "That 
|, David, should be saved while Saul is lost, | owe to God's louder, 
undeserved grace, since | also have behaved wickedly." 
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The doctrines of Scripture. 


Who is in agreement with Scripture: Melanchthon or the Formula of 
Concord? The Formula of Concord. | will first pass over the scriptural 
statements in which the conversion and salvation of all those who are 
converted and saved are attributed to the grace and gift of God,' ) to the 
will and good pleasure of God,? ) to the effect of God, to the almighty effect 
of God? ) etc. and are completely taken from the ability, behavior and 
actions of man.* ) Admittedly, these scriptural statements already decide 
in favor of the Formula of Concord. But here | will only deal with such 
scriptural statements in which believers and unbelievers, the blessed and 
the lost are compared with each other and the cause of the advantage that 
the one enjoys over the other is put into the light. 

1 Cor. 4, 7. The apostle Paul says of all the gifts of God that are given 
to individuals before others: "Who has preferred you?° ) But what have you 
that you have not received?" - namely, from God. The apostle Rom. 11 
says the same thing explicitly with regard to the faithful becoming and 
remaining in the faith of men, while others fall away and are lost. He directs 
our gaze to the church of the Old Testament, vv. 2-4. At the time of Elijah, 
most of Israel had fallen away from the faith: "Lord, they have killed thy 
prophets, and have digged up thine altars," etc. But seven thousand had 


not bowed the knee to Baal. Was the cause of this, the causa discriminis, 
in the men, in the seven thousand? 


1) Eph. 2, 8.:ry yapiti cote ceowopevor 614 tTHS aiotEwc- bEod 6 6 Gpov. 
Phil. 1, 29.: vu ‘eyapioky - to ei¢ avtov moteveEly. 

2) Jac. 1, 18.: BovAnistc aaexvynoev nudc Ady adnteiac. Matth. 11, 27.: ovdi tov 
HATEPA TIC EMLYIVOOKEL, El LN O ViOG Kai g Edv BodAntal 6 viog dmoKalbyal. 

3) Phil. 2, 13.: 5 &ed¢ yap eotiv 6 evepyov ev vuuv Kai td bEdEIV Kal TO EvEpyetv 
vadp tH¢ evdoxiac. Eph. 1, 19. 20.: We believe kata tv evépyeiav tov Kpatove tC 
1oxbo¢ avtov, Hv Evipynoev ev ty Xpiote éyeipac avtdv ex vexpov. Likewise 2 Cor. 4, 


4) Joh. 6, 44.: ovdeic dévatar édisiv mpoc ue. 1 Cor. 2, 14.: yvyikds avOpwm 
moc ov déxEtal TA TOV AvEvsatoc - ov dbvator yvavai. Eph. 2, 1. 5.: veKpot toic 
mapantmpaotv. Rom. 8, 7.: Opa eic eov. 

5) tic yap o¢ dlaxpivel; d1axpivery, distinguish, with the secondary term of pre. 
to the award. 
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thousand? No! God says: "I have left me (yaté\imov ivavt) seven 
thousand men who have not bowed the knee to Baal." This fact, that in 
Elijah's time seven thousand believed and remained in the faith, while the 
others did not believe and apostasized, was based on a doing-a gracious 
doing-of God. But as it was in Elijah's time, so it was in the apostle's time. 
The great mass of the Jewish people rejected the Messiah in unbelief, 
Rom. 10:3: "They do not know the righteousness that is before God"; v. 18- 
21. But there were also survivors at that time, people who believed in the 
Messiah. The apostle is one of them (Cap. 11, 1.). But whence this 
becoming faithful and remaining in faith, while the others fell away? They 
are the survivors, says the apostle, "according to the election of grace. With 
this expression: "according to the election of grace" every cause in man is 
already excluded. But the apostle wants to emphasize this. He adds, "But 
if it be of grace, it is not of merit of works; otherwise grace would not be 
grace." (v. 6.) With this the apostle declares that the concept of grace would 
be abrogated if one were to attribute the privilege of being a believer, while 
others are unbelievers, to good conduct on the part of man. But the apostle 
goes on to combat the idea that the cause of the difference on the side of 
conversion and salvation lies in man. He now places faithful Gentiles and 
unbelieving Jews side by side, vv. 17-24. The Gentiles, the "wild olive tree," 
have been planted by faith in the tree of the church, while "natural 
branches," the Jews, have been broken for the sake of their unbelief. But 
did the faithful Gentiles owe this to their better behavior? The apostle calls 
out to the believers from the Gentiles: "So do not boast against the 


branches. ... Look at the goodness (ypnotdtHTa) and the seriousness 


(dotouta") of God: the earnestness in them that are fallen; but the 
goodness in thee, provided thou abide in the goodness; otherwise thou also 
shalt be cut off." (v. 18. 22.) So little, then, is the reason that Gentiles are 
faithful before the Jews, in the believing Gentiles themselves, that the latter 
have entered the path of apostasy and stand in danger of being rejected if 
they boast against the unbelieving Jews, that is, think to find an advantage, 
a better conduct in themselves in comparison with the Jews. 
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Thus the position of the Formula of Concord, in that it holds fast the 
concept of grace without any qualification even when comparing the 
blessed with the lost with respect to the former, and rejects the 
Melanchthonian introduction of human better behavior to explain the 
difference, is entirely scriptural. It stands thus: Even in the question, :Cur 
alii prae aliis?" the Scriptures give as the cause of faith and beatitude only 
the grace of God. The Formula of Concord sits in Scripture, Melanchthon 
with his better human behavior (dissimilis actio) beside it. 


The Inscrutable Secret. 


But how does the Formula of Concord come to terms with 
Melanchthon's "necesse est," namely, with the objection that one must 
assume a cause of conversion in man if one does not want to abandon 
universal grace? In such a way that it rejects the "necesse est" as 
rationalistic, commands the human conclusions to stop at this point, and 
calls both truths: 1. whoever is converted and saved owes this to God's 
grace alone, not to his better behavior (sola gratia)); 2. whoever is lost is 
lost through his own fault, not through a lack of God's grace (universalis 


gratia), to be held next to each other. The Formula of Concord inculcates 
that at this point we have reached the limits of human knowledge, because 
the divine revelation in the word of Scripture does not lead us further. It 
says: "If we go (€0 usque) in this article, we remain on the right track, as it 
stands written Hosea 13: ‘Israel, that thou corrupt, the iniquity is thine; but 
that thou be helped, that is purely my grace.’ But what in this disputation 
wants to run too high and out of these barriers" (extra hos limites, namely 
the sola culpa in the case of the perishing and the sola gratia in the case of 


the blessed) "we should take with Paulo the finger on the mouth, remember 
and say: 'Who art thou, man, that thou wouldest be right with God?' For 
that we cannot, nor should we, in this article, search out and reason out 
everything, is testified to by the high apostle Paul, who, since he disputes 
much about this article from the revealed Word of God, as soon as he 
comes to it, 
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To indicate what God has reserved of this secret of his hidden wisdom, he 
presses it down and cuts it off with the following words: O what a depth of 
riches, both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How incomprehensible 
are his judgments and inscrutable his ways! For who has known the mind 
of the Lord?' That is, apart from and above what he has revealed to us in 
his Word." (p. 717.) Note: The Formula of Concord does not only speak of 
the mystery of the world government, that one people has the gospel before 
another, but also of the mystery of the conversion of some before others 
after God's Word has come to a people, as it expressly remarks at the 
beginning of this section: "Item, one is hardened, blinded, given to a 
perverse mind, another, as well in the same guilt, is converted again," etc. 
The Formula of Concord, then, calls it the only correct position, that in the 


question: "Cur alii prae aliis?" one recognizes a mystery that cannot be 
solved here. In passing, | call attention to a common "dogma-historical" 
error. Frank says with regard to the position of the Formula of Concord that 
it is content "to place the propositions of Scripture and of faithful experience 
unmediatedly side by side". This is true. But Frank is mistaken when he 
adds that the Formula of Concord "made it matter whether a scientific 
balancing was possible or not." ("Theology of the Formula of Concord" |, p. 
124.) The Formula of Concord does not leave it to that, but expressly 
forbids any balancing, also the "scientific" one. It gives as the limit of human 
knowledge Hos. 13, 9: "Israel, that thou shouldest perish, the iniquity is 
thine; but that thou shouldest be saved, it is my grace." What goes beyond 
these limits, she declares to be "foolishness". 

This position of the Formula of Concord must be taken by the 
theology of all times, if it wants to rightly claim to be theology of Scripture. 
Theology, which is of a right kind, must also have learned to be silent, 
namely, where Scripture is silent. Theology must not only be aware of what 
it Knows, but it must also know what it does not know, that is, it must also 
know the points where it must take its finger to the mouth. Otherwise, the 
fruitless speculation and the aberration 
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no end. This is necessary in other Christian doctrines. It is especially 
necessary in the doctrine of conversion and Election of Grace, as the 
Formula of Concord reminds us again and again. Let us consider what we 
know_and do not know concerning the causes of conversion and non- 
conversion. First: We know why those are converted and saved who are 
actually converted and saved: it is God's grace in Christ alone. Secondly, 
we also know from Scripture why those are not converted and saved who 
remain unconverted and perish: it is their fault alone. Thirdly, we are not 


able to give a uniform cause of the difference, or why some are 
converted and others not, but can only repeat: The cause of being blessed 
is in God alone; the cause of being lost is in man alone. Beyond these two 
points there is no human knowledge in this life. Whoever addresses beyond 
these points either soeaks what has no sense or what is obvious error. If 
someone takes the question, "Does the cause of difference lie in God or in 
man?" then this question, as a petitio principii in itself, must be rejected 
from the outset and we must insist on a division of the question. We can 
answer the question on the basis of Scripture, in whom the cause of 
conversion and salvation lies: namely, in God. We can also answer the 
question on the basis of Scripture, in whom the cause of non-conversion 
and perdition lies: namely, in man. We do not answer any questions beyond 
that. What lies beyond that, according to the Scriptures, belongs to the 
realm of the inscrutable ways and judgments of God. This and nothing else 
is the position of the Lutheran church in its confession. This is also the 
position of all Lutheran theologians who have stuck to the confession.@ ) | 
do not trust any theologian who has not yet learned to remain silent at this 
point. Whoever is still engaged in attempts to find a solution at this point is 
- as will become clear from the following explanation - also still capable of 
committing great folly. He is still in the stage where one inflates himself in 
supposed wisdom and thereby deceives himself and others. He lets himself 
think that he knows something, although he knows nothing. There is much 
pomposity in philosophy. For this reason, the history of philosophy, 
especially the history of the 
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The history of the solution of the metaphysical problems of being and becoming is 
called a history of human foolishness. But a history of very special human foolishness 
comes before our eyes when we realize how within Christianity the question why not 
all men are converted and saved was tried to be solved rationally. This is a history of 


human foolishness Xar' ECoyi. 


The solution attempts. 


The attempted solutions naturally move in a double trend, since there 
are two factors that do not seem to agree with each other: the universalis 
gratia and the sola gratia. 


The mystery is thoroughly solved if one denies the universalis gratia, 
that is, if one assumes that the saving grace of God does not extend to all 
men. Then it is quite clear why not all men believe and become saved. 
This is the Calvinist solution. But what foolishness confronts us in this 
solution! Calvinists want to accept the Scriptures as the Word of God. It is 
precisely the strict Calvinists who claim that they draw their theology solely 
from Scripture, while the Lutherans still allowed tradition an undue 
influence on the presentation of doctrine. And it must be conceded that in 
the general denial of the inspiration of Scripture in our day, even individual 
Calvinists in our country have unflinchingly stood up for the truth that 
Scripture is God's infallible Word. But what do we see here? The endeavor 
to explain rationally why not all men are converted drives them to the folly 
of denying the general sincere grace of God and thus to draw a line through 
hundreds of scriptural statements which they nevertheless declare to be 
the Word of God. If anything, Scripture clearly teaches that God's love in 
Christ embraces not only a portion of men, but all men,' ) that Christ has 
reconciled not only a portion of the world, but the whole world to God,? ) 
that the Holy Spirit wants to work conversion not only in a portion, but in all 
hearers of the Word, but- 


1) Joh. 3, 16. 1 Tim. 2, 4. etc. 
2) 2 Cor. 5, 19. 1 Joh. 2, 1. Joh. 1, 29. etc. 
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This is also true for those who actually remain unconverted.' ) The opposite 
is not proven by the scriptures that say that God rejects whom He wants, 
Rom. 9, 18. For especially in regard to those whom God rejects, Cap. 10, 
21. applies: "All day long | have stretched out My hands to the people who 
will not let Him be told and who contradict Him. According to the doctrines 
of Scripture, hardening only takes place on the basis of human guilt, that 
is, resistance to God's Word of God and will. The Scriptures testify that God 
did not pass by those whom He hardened with His grace, but wanted to 
enter with them with His grace. The judgment of hardening does not prove 


the Calvinistic praeteritio, but just the preceding divine turning in with grace. 
Thus it is with the Calvinistic solution of the difficulty why not all men are 
converted and saved, namely, with the solution by the denial of universal 
grace, nothing. Quite correctly Thomasius says: "It (the Calvinistic theory) 
solves the problem before which we stand only in such a way that it cuts 
away one side of it (general grace)."* ) The Calvinists proceed like the 
botanist to whom the tulip and the rose do not seem to agree with each 
other and who now reconciles the two by cutting away the tulip. Some have 
been impressed by the Calvinist argument, "If God earnestly wished to 
convert all hearers of the Word, all would be converted, for who can resist 
the almighty working of God?" made an impression. But truly not much 
wisdom is revealed in the argumentation either. Of course, we must not 
deny - which some Lutherans have done imprudently - that an effect of 
divine omnipotence is necessary to bring about faith in Christ. This is the 
clear doctrine of Scripture. Eph. 1:19, 20: "We believe according to the 
working of his mighty power, which he wrought in Christ, when he raised 
him from the dead." But we must say on the basis of Scripture with Luther: 
God, working through means, even working with almighty power, can be 
resisted by men. God, working in revealed majesty, cannot be resisted. 
When Christ will come in his glory on the last day, then will 


1) Matth. 23, 37. Apost. 7, 51. etc. 2) "Dogmatik." 2nd ed. Ill, p. 464. 
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At his call, the living and the dead will gather to him. There is no resistance 
to think of. No living person will remain behind and no dead person will 
remain in the grave. But as long as this world time lasts, His call, which is 
given through the means of the gospel: "Come to me all who are weary 
and burdened", can be resisted, even though the almighty power is also 
active in this call (Eph. 1, 19. 20. Joh. 6, 63. Apost. 7, 51.). For the fact that 
God's almighty effect can be resisted when it is carried out by means, we 
even have an analogy in the realm of nature. Natural life, e.g. in plants and 
animals, is supported and maintained solely by God's omnipotence. 
Everyone admits that. And yet man with his limited power can hinder and 
destroy plant and animal life. So it is really nothing with the argumentation: 
"If God seriously wanted to convert all hearers of the Word, then all would 
actually be converted." It is not wisdom, but rationalistic cleverness. We 
cannot in any way accept the Calvinistic "rational" solution to the question 
of why all men are not converted and saved. 

And now the other series of attempted solutions. One further gains 


an answer to the question: "Cur alii prae aliis?" if one allows oneself a 


manipulation with sola gratia, that is, if one takes a cause of conversion 
and salvation in man. | pass over the grossly expressed error of the 
Pelagians and Semipelagians, in that the latter let man be quite good by 


nature, the latter ascribe to him at least semina virtutum. | will only go into 
more detail about synergism as it occurred within the Lutheran church. If 
one looks at the external manner of speaking, one can distinguish a twofold 
form, the Melanchthonian synergism in the 16th century and the 
Latermannian synergism in the 17th century. 

To declare why some are converted and saved before others, 
Melanchthon assumes, as we have already seen, that there is a cause of 
conversion and salvation in man. | must again quote Melanchthon's words: 
"Since the promise is universal..., there must necessarily be a cause of 
difference in us, why a Saul is rejected, a David accepted...". 
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is being made." He determines the cause in man in more detail by 
ascribing to the natural man a "capacity to send himself to grace" ("facultas 


applicandi se ad gratiam" , Loci I, p. 74), and accordingly assumes three 
causes of conversion, besides the Holy Spirit and the Word, "our will 


assenting and not resisting the Word" (nostra voluntas assentiens et non 


repugnans verbo Dei, in the "Examen ordinandorum"). With this, however, 
it is fully explained why among men some are converted before others. 
Those who are converted behave better by virtue of the natural capacity 
for grace (though under the stimulating effect of grace), and from this it is 
perfectly explained why they are converted before others. The difficulty is 
solved. But at what price! As the hundreds of scriptural passages stare the 
Calvinists in the face, which teach the general earnest grace of God, so 
hundreds of scriptural passages stare the Melanchthonian synergists 
accusingly in the face: the scriptural passages which say of the 
unconverted man not the ability, but the complete inability, to send himself 


to grace (1 Cor. 2, 14.: popia avto goti, Kat ov dbvatat yvaval, it-the 
gospel-is foolishness to him, and cannot know it), the scriptural passages, 
which describe the natural man not as half-dead or seemingly dead, but 


as dead in sins (veKpovc Toic TapantHLAGW, Eph. 2, 1. 5.) describe the 
Scripture. 
which do not leave to the natural man an inclination to resist, but eypa sic 


j-e0v, an enmity against God. 

(Rom. 8, 7.), the scriptural passages that do not present conversion as a 
work in which human _ will is involved, but as a work that is accomplished 
by divine grace and omnipotence (Eph. 1,19. 20.: "We believe according 
to the working of his mighty power, which he wrought in Christ, when he 
raised him from the dead"). Through all these scriptural passages 
Melanchthon makes a big line. He says yes where Scripture says no. 
Scripture says of the unconverted man: ov divatat yOval, Melanchthon 
says: Ovvatai yvvot, liberum arbitrium est facultas applicandi se ad 


gratiam. Scripture says of the will of the unconverted man: fy&pa sic t-sdv, 
Melanchthon says of the same will that. 

he is assentiens et non repugnans. He, who is otherwise afraid of the Word 
of God, is driven to such foolishness by the attempt to use reason. 
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according to explain why some are converted and saved before others. He 
eliminates sola gratia from the two factors, universalis gratia and sola grati, 


which seem to contradict each other. He "mediates" between tulip and 
rose in such a way that he cuts away the rose. This is the folly of 
Melanchthon's synergism! 

And now the Latermann synergism! Latermann' ) does not speak of 
a natural ability of man to send himself to grace, but he wants to attribute 
the cooperation for conversion to man, insofar as man has already 
received powers of grace from God and then through these powers of 
grace behaves better or decides for the gospel. Both Melanchthon and 
Latermann shift the causa to the side of conversion and salvation in man. 
Melanchthon, however, lets man decide for the gospel by natural forces 
awakened by grace, while Latermann wants to ascribe this self-decision to 
newly bestowed forces of grace. As far as the position of the newer 
Lutherans is concerned, Kahnis openly sides with Melanchthon, claiming 
that in the natural man there is "a trait toward the true, toward the good," 
which admittedly needs stimulation and awakening by grace. *) The great 
majority of the newer Lutherans adopt the synergism in Latermann's form, 
by placing conversion in manifold variations on the "self-decision" of man, 
which self-decision man makes not from natural forces, but from given 
forces of grace. They say: God acts on man in such a way that he can 
accept the gospel. 


1) Some sentences of Latermann: "Libere se ad Deum convertere asseveramus 
(hominem) non eo sensu, ac si libera hominis voluntas propriis viribus suis id praestet, 
sed quod virtute divinitus collatae gratiae ita se convertat, ut possit se etiam non 
convertere. - Omnes, si velint, possunt se convertere. Nequaquam naturae viribus, sed 
virtuti gratiae velle illud tribuitur. - Manet igitur inconcussum, Spiritum Sanctum in 
conversione hominis ita se gerere, ut vires et facultatem quidem donet, ita ut beneficio 
collatarum virium illarum unice omnia flant, quae ab homine praestantur, necessitatem 
autem non imponat. - Posita gratia homo virtute ejus potest credere et per fidem se 
convertere, potest etiam non credere et per contumaciam in infidelitate perseverare. 
Dum igitur alterum eorum libere eligit et gratia ita utitur, ut possit etiam non uti, 
concurrere dicitur. (In Luthardt, op. cit., p. 303 ff.). 

2) "Dogmatik" Il, p. 249 ff. 
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Now it is important that the man transforms the ability into the actual faith 
by self-determination. Thus Luthardt, Frank, Thomasius, etc. ') 

What is to be thought of this Latermann synergism? It is, compared 
to Melanchthon's, an increased foolishness. In Latermann's synergism - 
someone has rightly said - there is neither spiritual nor natural 
understanding. There is no spiritual mind in it, because every man who is 
inwardly transformed to such an extent that he can decide for grace 
through God's grace, can accept grace, can want grace, etc., is already a 
new, spiritual, converted man and no longer needs conversion. The 
condition of the unconverted man, according to Scripture, consists 


precisely in the fact that the same cannot accept grace, ov dtivatat yvovat, 
1 Cor. 2:14. Now if this condition is removed by God's action of grace, if 
the not being able is converted into being able, then the man is changed 
in heart, mind, and thought. He is no longer an enemy of the gospel, but is 
inwardly pleased with it. Since the time of Latermann, it has become 
common to speak in this way or in a similar way: "If a man wills by God's 
grace, he can be converted"; "grace causes a man to decide in favor of the 
gospel, and if he then actually decides in favor of the gospel, conversion 
takes place as a result," etc. But people do not think about the fact that the 
gospel has been transformed in their hearts, minds, and thoughts. But one 
does not consider that one is thus indulging in meaningless phrases and 
still demands "decision" where voluntas determinata already exists, where 
man is already in a state completely opposed to the natural one. Thus also 
our Lutheran confession says: "Conversion is such a change through the 
action of the Holy Spirit in man's mind, will and spirit. 


1) Luthardt_says in his last dogmatic work ("Die christliche Glaubenslehre." 
Leipzig, 1898, p. 442): "The determining influence (of God) does not take the place 
of self-determination; rather, it only steps up to the limit of self-determination; this 
itself is not taken from or spared to man, but it is made possible for him, and not by 
his own ability, but it is an effective enabling, it rests on a factual influence of God, 
in virtue of which it is not merely suggested to man, made a choice, and in this sense 
made possible for him to decide for God, but the justifying factor of the decision for 
God is always God's, not man's." 
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heart, that through such action of the Holy Spirit a man may accept the 


grace offered" (potest apprehendere).! ) Thus, "being able to accept grace" 
is not a preliminary stage of conversion, but conversion itself. So there is 
really not much spiritual wisdom in Latermann's synergism. And this theory 
of declaring unconverted one who is already converted is also exceedingly 
dangerous. To declare a man, who has spiritual powers but has not yet 
consciously decided for the gospel, to be as yet unconverted, is the 
nonsense of the conscious "breakthrough of grace," with which the Pietists 
and their cousins, the enthusiasts, have tormented many dear children of 
God and brought them to the brink of despair. The Lutheran Confession, 


therefore, not only declares the "potest apprehendere" for conversion itself, 
but also says, in practical use of this truth for pastoral care, that those are 
“pious Christians" who feel and sense "a little spark and longing for God's 
grace and eternal salvation" in their hearts?) - But in Latermann's 
synergism there is also no natural wisdom. If the decision towards the side 
of grace and salvation is not made by natural forces, but only by the grace 
that is given, then we are just as wise as before with regard to the rational 
solution of the question: "Why not all men?" or: "Why some before the 
others? Then, indeed, the question returns, "Why then do not all hearers 
of the word, by virtue of grace, choose to be converted, since grace is 
universal?" It is quite clear: Latermann's synergism gains the solution it 
seeks only if it abandons "by grace alone" and ascribes the actual decision 
to natural forces that are only stimulated by grace, in other words, if it 
reduces itself to Melanchthonian synergism and semipelagianism. This is 
also openly stated by some of its representatives. Luthardt explicitly rejects 
the idea that God's grace alone is the agent of conversion when he says: 
"If God were to make the grasping of salvation, the obedience of faith, the 
conversion . . himself 


1) Muller, p. 608. 
2) Muller, p. 591. 
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predestinatianism would be unavoidable." ') We find with the 
Latermannian synergists a state of affairs which makes the proceedings 
with them so difficult. Namely, we find with them a double series of 
statements. In one series they ascribe everything to the grace of God and 
declare as slanderers those who dare to claim that they - the Latermannian 
synergists - deny that "by grace alone". In another series of statements, 
however, they directly and explicitly deny the "by grace alone" and declare 
those to be Calvinists who claim that conversion is by God's grace alone. 

This is the situation with the attempted solutions of the Calvinists on 
the one hand and the Melanchthonian and Latermannian synergism on the 
other. On closer examination, they prove to be not wisdom, but 
foolishness. 

A whole series of false accusations can now also be traced back to 
these false attempts at a solution. It is an untrue position to seek and find 
a solution where there is no solution, but silence is appropriate. So it is not 
surprising that from here false accusations have been made and are still 
being made against those who do not participate in the attempts to find a 
solution. | highlight only two of the known accusations. 

In the past and now, the Formula of Concord has been blamed for 
teaching forced conversion. With this accusation, the Anhaltians at 
Herzberg opened their fight against the Formula of Concord. Other 
synergists spoke of a "clotted repentance," "raps" conversion, "must 
conversion," etc. How did they arrive at this? They concluded thus: 
Because the Formula of Concord does not teach any concession of the 
human will to conversion, but on the contrary ascribes to the natural man 
that he only resists, and that too "hostilely" resists, and "knowingly" and 
"willingly" resists until the Holy Spirit has born him again, conversion can 
only be imagined as compulsion (contumacia). This accusation is 
exceedingly foolish, since according to the doctrine of the Formula of 
Concord, God does not draw a man to Himself by his hair or ears, but by 
his heart. The 


1) "The Doctrine of Free Will," p. 276. So again in his last writing in the words 
quoted above: "The determining influence (of God) does not take the place of self- 
determination; rather, it only steps up to the limit of self-determination." 
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The Holy Spirit influences the heart of man through the Word of God in 
such a way that the unwilling become willing. To address this as a 
compulsion makes no sense. 

Above all, however, it has been said of the Formula of Concord that it 
suffers from a self-contradiction. It is absolutely impossible to hold both, 


the sole grace (sola gratia) and the general grace (universalis gratia). If 


conversion in solidum is a work of grace, if grace must also remove or 
hold down the reluctance that hinders conversion,'! ) it follows that grace 
must carry out its work in all those who are actually unconverted. 


1) However, this is what the Formula of Concord teaches. It says: Man "can do 
nothing at all for his conversion, and in such a case is much worse than a stone and 
a block; for he resists the Word of God and the will of God until God awakens him 
from the death of sin, enlightens him, and reverts him. (Muller, p. 602.) "Whether he 
(man) may well govern the outward members, and hear the gospel, and to some 
extent contemplate it, and also speak of it, as is to be seen in the Pharisees and 
hypocrites, yet he thinks it foolishness, and cannot believe it; he also thinks himself 
worse than a block, in that he is contrary and hostile to God's will (voluntati divinae 
rebellis est et inimicus), where the Holy Spirit is not strong in him." (op. cit., p. 594.) 
Man resists "God and His will hostilely (hostiliter repugnat) out of an innate, evil, 
unruly nature, where he is not enlightened and governed by God's Spirit." (A. op. 
cit., p. 593.) Man "continues in his certainty, even knowingly and willingly (etiam 
sciens volensque)...before he is enlightened, converted, and born again by the Holy 
Spirit." (Op. cit.) Nothing is further from the Formula of Concord than to ascribe to 
the unconverted man a reduction of reluctance - for instance, the cessation of "willful 
reluctance" - in order thus to present himself to God as "a fit subject for conversion." 
According to the doctrine of the Formula of Concord, man inwardly resists grace in 
every way (cf. op. cit., p.592, § 17) until his heart is changed by grace itself. This 
doctrine grounds the Formula of Concord on the fact that "poor fallen human nature" 
is "a rebellious enmity against God" (pa ec -&edv, Rom. 8, 7.). (Op. cit., p. 593.) 
At the Colloquium at Herzberg (August, 1578), Amling of Anhalt distinguished in the 
unconverted a reluctance which springs from the natural frailty (infirmitas of man, 
and a reluctance which belongs to wickedness (contumacia). The Holy Spirit takes 
away the former, the latter must be refrained from by man himself if conversion is to 
take place. To this Andrea replied in the presence of Chemnitz, Selnecker, Musculus 
and K6érner: "The good distinction between a man who is born again and a man who 
is not born again is confused. Weakness is attributed to the born-again, but 
wickedness, nay, enmity, to the unborn. And this" (the malice, enmity) "is killed by 
the Spirit in conversion, and the weakness remains." ("Doctrines and Defenses,” 
Vol. 28, p. 444.) 
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The first part of the book is about the "Universal gratia", which is a universal 
gratuity. Thus, it is impossible to believe the universal gratia alongside the 


sola gratia. In this reproach Calvinists and synergists of old and new times 
meet together). On the other hand, it must be said that a Christian can hold 
in faith everything that Scripture teaches. Some newer synergists also 
praise the Formula of Concord for placing the two sentences: "Whoever is 
converted and saved is converted and saved by grace alone" and 
"Whoever is lost is lost through his own fault" directly next to each other, 
because both sentences are certain to Christians through their experience. 
What is certain to Christians through experience can be held next to each 
other. And these theologians themselves-at least still some of them-hold 
in other doctrinal articles scriptural truths for which there is no rational 
mediation. In the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, the unity of the essence and 
the real diversity of the three persons seem to cancel each other out. If in 
this doctrine one can hold both, why should one not also be able to hold 


both the gratia universalis and the gratia sola in full and completely 
undiminished form, since both are so clearly attested in Scripture? 


The right position. 


First of all, | want to summarize once again what we know in the 
matter at issue and what no man on earth has ever known nor will ever 
know: 1. We know the cause of conversion and salvation in those who 
actually become faithful and saved: it is only God's grace, and that is 
precisely even when believers are 


1) Examples of Calvinistic criticism of the Formula of Concord: "Lehre und 
Wehre", Jahrg.44, p.165 f.; examples of Synergistic criticism: A.I.0.27, p.116ff. 
Grimm says ("Institutio Theologiae Dogmaticae Historico-Critica." Editio secunda, p. 
404): "Melanchthon inde ab anno 1535 in emendationis negotio tres concurrere causas 
docuit.... Quam sententiam cum Formulae Concordiae scriptores . . . damnandam 
censerent ac tamen absolutae praedestinationis commentum reformidarent, ad 
theoriam mire sibi repugnantem abducti sunt, qua credere jusserunt, propter absolutam 
advvayiav hominum a peccato originali natam in salutari mentis et voluntatis 
immutatione omnino omnia a Spiritu Sancto efficienda ab eodemque ipsam 
contumaciam, quam nondum renatus homo evangelio opponit, vincendam esse ac 
tamen homines salutari Spiritus Sancti efficientiae ita reniti posse, ut conversionem et 
regenerationem suam impedirent." 
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and unbelievers are compared with each other. The grace of God is not to 
be supplemented by a cause in man as a reason or explanation, whether 
it be called sending oneself to grace, better behavior, cessation of willful 
resistance, self-decision, surrender to grace that does not work irresistibly, 
or anything else.® ) We know the cause of non-conversion and perdition in 
those who actually remain unbelievers and are rejected: it is their guilt, 
namely, their reluctance or misbehavior, which they oppose to the 
converting efficacy of the Holy Spirit in the Word. The guilt or misconduct 
of men is not to be set alongside a lack of grace in God as a reason or 
explanation, as if God did not sincerely want to convert all men and make 
them saved. (3) Beyond these truths, that those who are saved are saved 
by grace alone, and those who are lost are lost by their guilt alone, there 
is no revelation in the Holy Scriptures. What goes beyond these points, the 
Scriptures reckon to the hidden ways and judgments of God, which we 
neither can nor should investigate. That one acknowledges or remains 
silent on this point of a mystery that cannot be solved here is not a mark of 
Calvinism, but of the genuine Lutheran position as it is expressed in the 
confession of the church. 

Also the circumstance that the gospel does not reach all peoples and 
all individuals at all times must not lead us to doubt the general serious will 
of God for grace or to assume two contradictory wills in God. Rather, with 
the Formula of Concord, we must also acknowledge a mystery that cannot 


be solved here. In lumine gloriae we will certainly see that God also 
seriously wanted to save those to whom his Word of God did not actually 
come, just as he really and truly gave his Son to die for them. At this point 
Thomasius also admits a mystery that cannot be solved here, when he 
says: "It is necessary to reject that negation (of the general grace of God 
in Christ) and yet to let this fact (that the calling did not go out to all 
historically) stand beside it as an inscrutable mystery that we are not yet 
able to solve. ') In contrast 


1) "Dogmatik," Ill, p. 468. 
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Thomasius explains the secret that among the called, some are converted 
and saved before others through Latermann's synergism. The Formula of 
Concord, however, places both as an indissoluble mystery next to each 
other when it says: "When we see that God gives His Word in one place, 
but does not give it in another.... Item, one is hardened, blinded, given into 
a perverse mind, another, even in the same guilt, is converted again, etc." 
) The Formula of Concord does not yet know the key of better behavior, 
self-decision, etc. on the part of those who are converted, but says 


explicitly that the man repugnates hostiliter, also sciens volensque repugnat, 
until the Holy Spirit has made a new man out of him. And the Formula of 
Concord is right. The position of the Formula of Concord is not to be pitied 
and despised as "inconsequential," "illogical," "contradictory," etc. to be 
pitied and scorned, as is done on the part of Calvinists and more recent 
theologians, but to be admired as an example of a truly magnificent 
theology, as a theology as it ought to be, namely, as a theology which 
speaks where God's address speaks, and is silent where God's address 
is silent, according to the apostle's instruction: ei tI¢ AaAst, a Ayia VEou, 
1 Petr. 4, 11. It must, so to say, become flesh and blood to the theologians 
that there is no rational mediation between these two Scriptural truths: 
"Israel, that thou corrupt, the iniquity is thine; but that thou be saved, that 
is purely my grace," Hos. 13:9. It should be clear to us that it is not a sign 
of theological maturity, but theological barbarism, if someone goes out to 
discover a rational road between the two sentences revealed in Hos. 13. 
It should be clear to us from the outset that such a person either does not 
have clear thoughts in his head or has synergism or Calvinism in his heart. 


°) 


Concluding remarks. 


If no agreement is reached on this point within the Lutheran Church, 
if one does not learn to be silent on all sides at the very point where the 
Formula of Concord is silent, if one does not admit on all sides that those 
who are converted and saved cannot be saved by a better 


1) Miller, p. 716. 


27 


If the Lutherans are characterized by their behavior before the lost, there 
is no unity on the basis of the Scriptures. Thus, the church struggle among 
the Lutherans will not cease. They will continue to accuse us Lutherans of 
the Synodical Conference of Calvinism. Why? It does not help us that we 
most firmly teach the universality of the grace of God, the merit of Christ 
and the converting efficacy of the Holy Spirit in all hearers of the doctrine, 
even in those who actually remain unconverted and are lost. We will be 
reproached for taking the cause of why some are converted and saved 
before others, not in man himself, in man's better conduct, in man's self- 
decision, etc., but always only in God's grace as the cause of every actual 
conversion. This will be declared to be a factual denial of universal grace. 
As Luthardt raises the reproach of Calvinism against our position, when he 
declares in the words already often quoted: "If God would work conversion 
... himself, predestinatianism would be unavoidable," and as Dieckhoff in 
his controversial writings wants to absolve us from Calvinism only if we 
take the reason why certain men are converted and saved, as well as 
chosen, to be in man, namely, in the "fact" that he, unlike others, leaves 
the reluctance that prevents conversion.' ) And we Lutherans of the 


Synodical Conference, if no agreement is reached on the question: "Cur 


alii prae aliis?", will continue to accuse our opponents of the denial of "by 
grace alone". For it is true that we find among them a number of sentences 
in which they ascribe conversion and salvation to the grace of God. In 
addition, however, we find another series of statements in which they 
clearly and directly deny sola gratia. As Luthardt says, if God worked 
conversion Himself, predestinatianism would be inevitable, and as the 
same criticizes the Formula of Concord, that its presentation often reads 
"as if God alone worked everything"). We will also proceed to accuse our 
opponents of falsifying the Scriptural principle or of rationalism, because 
we see that, in the interest of the rational mediation between the gratia 


universalis and the gratia sola 


1) "Missourian Predestinarianism,"” pp. 13.18. 25 f. 44. 78. 
2) "The Doctrine of Free Will," p. 276. 
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We will also continue to rightly accuse the opposing side of hindering the 


conversion and beatitude of its hearers.’ ) We will also continue to rightly 
accuse the opposing side of hindering the conversion and salvation of its 
hearers. For as long as a man stands under the delusion that he is better 
than others, he is not yet a poor sinner who takes refuge in grace. And as 
soon as someone lets himself be seduced into the opinion that his 
perseverance in faith stands on his better behavior (compared to the 
behavior of others), the apostasy has already set in, as can be seen in 
Peter, who prayed: "And if they were all angry, | would not be angry" (Marc. 
14, 29.), and soon after fell most shamefully of all disciples. 2) 

If, on the other hand, unanimity is reached on this point, that is, if we 


heartily renounce a rational answer to the question, "Cur alii prae aliis?" it 
is a sign that we are truly of one mind, hold undiminished both universalis 


gratia and sola gratia, and have thoroughly swept out among us the 
rationalism that models the doctrines of Scripture in the interest of rational 
mediation...). A thus united 


1) Thus Luthardt (op. cit., p. 441) says: "It is not the willing itself that he (God) 
works, but so liberating on the bound will that it can thereby receive a new willing.” 
A direct denial of Phil. 2, 13.: 6 -&edc yap éotiv 6 evepyav ‘ev vuiv Kai 10 Dede Kal 
76 évepyetv. Similarly, the 
Proposition that God does not work faith itself, but only faith can work, a direct denial 
of Phil. 1, 29: vuiv eyapioin - 16 e1¢ avtov motet/erv. 

2) If it were not so exceedingly sad, it would be almost ridiculous that the 
argumentation runs through the entire synergistic literature: "If man could do nothing 
for his conversion and salvation, then the decision about my salvation would merely 
be taken into God's hand." As if that were something terrible, if my salvation stood 
not in my hand but in God's! It is terrible for a man only as long as he still stands in 
the delusion that there is something spiritually good in him. On the other hand, it is 
comforting, indeed the only comfort, for those who have recognized with the apostle: 
"| know that in me, that is, in my flesh, dwells no good thing," Rom. 7:18. Just as our 
confession sees the comfort of the doctrine of eternal election precisely in the fact 
that according to this doctrine our salvation is taken from our hands, from which it 
could easily be lost through the weakness and wickedness of our flesh, and on the 
other hand is taken into the almighty hand of our Savior Jesus Christ. (Miller, p. 
714.) 

3) As Gésche! remarks on the 11th article of the Formula of Concord: "In this 
article it really becomes more and more clear how the Formula of Concord is 
opposed to all rationalism, even the finest, the rationalism of the believers, without 
regard to 
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Lutheran Church of America would be a great blessing for the church of 
the whole world. It would be an enormous protest against the modern 
Lutheran theology which has fallen away from the Scriptural principle and 
which, as is well known, does not take the articles of Christian doctrine 
directly from Scripture but from its own consciousness and thereby wants 
to bring "unity" into the "theological view". 

| would like to make one final personal remark. What | have called the 


correct position in the question: "Cur alii prae aliis?" is the position of the 
entire Synodical Conference and specifically also of the Missouri Synod. 
For my own part, | already recognized this position as the only correct one 
before | entered into binding with the Missouri Synod, indeed before | 
studied theology. When | thought of this "free conference" being held in the 
Wisconsin Synod building, | remembered certain events from my high 
school days. | belonged to this institution as a primer in the years 1870 to 
1872. And | remember very clearly that | and other classmates already took 
the position of the Formula of Concord with clear consciousness with 
regard to the doctrine of conversion and remaining in the faith. It was clear 
to us that the rational mediation between the two sentences: "Whoever is 
saved is saved by grace; whoever is lost is lost through his own fault" was 
missing. But it was also clear to us that one must nevertheless hold to both 
truths, because both are clearly testified in Scripture. - May God grant His 
Church everywhere to speak where the Word of God speaks and to be 
silent where the Word of God is silent. 


of the person. Precisely because of this, it has attracted opposition from many up to 
the present time: it is opposed to the rationalism of all levels, and therefore all 
rationalism is averse to it, even the rationalism that does not consider itself to be so". 
("The Formula of Concord," etc., p. 144 f.) 


Notes. 


a) Nothing is more familiar to today's theology, even the theology 
called "Lutheran" and "confessional Lutheran", than to answer the question 
why not all men, or some before others, are converted, with the "diversity 
of human behavior", that is, to give the Melanchthonian answer. In the 16th 
century it stood differently. In the 16th century it stood in such a way that 
outside of the synergistic circles all notable representatives of the church 
in this question demand the recognition of a mystery and reject the 
Melanchthonian solution as containing a manifest heresy. In the Formula 
of Concord of Strasbourg of 1563 it says: "But that this grace or this gift of 
faith is not given by God to all, since he calls all to himself, and indeed calls 
out earnestly according to his infinite goodness: 'Come to the wedding, all 
things are ready,’ this is a secret shut up, known to God alone, not to be 
investigated by any human reason, to be contemplated and worshipped 
with timidity; as it is written: O what a depth of riches, both of the wisdom 
and knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are his judgments and his 
ways unsearchable! Romans 11: And Christ gives thanks to God the 
Father, because he hath hid these things from the wise and prudent, and 
hath revealed them unto babes. Matth. 11. However, challenged 
consciences should not be offended by this hidden way of the divine will, 
but should look to the will of God revealed in Christ, which calls all sinners 
out to Himself." (S. Loscher's "Hist. mot." II, p. 288.) - Joachim Mérlin: "It 
is revealed to us that God only wants to make saved those who believe in 
Christ, and that unbelief is out of us. But hidden are the judgments of God, 
why he converts Paul, does not convert Caiphas, accepts the fallen Peter 
again, leaves Judas to despair." (In Schliffelourg, "Catalogus 
Haereticorum", V, p. 228.) - Chemnitz: "How is it then that Judas is not 
received, that he does not receive forgiveness of sin, since it repented him, 
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what he had done? And what is lacking in his repentance and contrition 
that he cannot obtain mercy? He had no faith in Christ; he did not believe 
that God was merciful and forgave sin, which did him harm; then where 
there is no faith, there is neither the grace of God nor the forgiveness of 
sin. Now our catechism says in the third article of our Christian faith that 
man cannot believe in Jesus Christ or come to him by his own reason or 
strength, but the Holy Spirit must bring him to such faith, for faith is a gift 
of God; how is it then that God does not give Judah such faith in his heart 
that he could have believed that he could be helped by Christ? Then we 
must return with our questions and say Rom. 11: 'O what depth of riches, 
both of wisdom and knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are his 
judgments, and his ways unsearchable!' We cannot and should not search 
this out and delve too far into such thoughts, but use this so that we do not 
deliberately go into sin and tempt God, lest God withdraw his hand from us 
and let us fall; for where this happens, we always fall from one sin into 
another and gradually slide so deeply into sin that there is no return 
afterwards, and we cannot take hold of the stand again. As it happened to 
Judah." ("Passion Sermons," Th. IV, p. 17 f.)- The Apology of the 
Concordia Book (Chemnitz, Selnecker, Kirchner): "The Christian 
Concordia Book does not deny that there is a rejection in God, or that God 
should not reject some; therefore, it does not go against Luther's passage, 


as he writes in ‘Servo arbitrio' against Erasmum, that this is the highest 
level of faith, believing that God is nevertheless the most benevolent, who 
saves so little. But to this end it is evident that the real cause of such 
rejection or condemnation is not ascribed to God, whither the doctrine of 
the contrary goes; and that, when it comes to this disputation, all men 
should take their fingers to their mouths, and first of all say with the apostle 
Paul, Rom. 11: 'Propter incredulitatem defracti sunt’; and Rom. 6: 'The 
wages of sin is death. Secondly, when it is asked, why God the Lord does 
not (which he certainly could) give all men salvation through his Holy Spirit, 
and why he does not give all men salvation through his Holy Spirit, he does 
not give all men salvation through his Holy Spirit. 
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and_make them faithful, etc., should also say with the apostle: Quam 


incomprehensibilia sunt judicia ejus et impervestigabiles viae ejus!' But by no 
means ascribe to God the Lord himself the willing and real cause of the rejection or 
damnation of the impenitent. But they press upon us and say: Because you confess the 
election of the elect, you must also confess the other, namely, that in God Himself there 
stands a cause of reprobation from eternity, even apart from sin, etc.: we say that we 
are by no means anxious to make God the cause of reprobation (which actually stands 
not in God, but in sin), and to ascribe to Himself really the cause of the damnation of 
the ungodly, but want to remain with the saying of the prophet Hosea, Cap. 13, where 
God says: Israel, you have brought disaster upon yourself; your salvation stands with 
me alone. We also do not want to inquire about the dear God, as we heard from Luther 
above, if he is hidden and has not revealed himself. For it is too high for us and we 
cannot understand it; the more we get involved in this, the further we get from the dear 
God, and the more we doubt his most gracious will toward us. Even the Book of 
Concord does not deny that God does not work in all men in the same way, for there 
are many at all times whom he has not called through the public ministry; but that we 
should therefore conclude with the opposite, that he is the real cause of the rejection of 
such men, and that he decided for himself out of mere counsel that he would reject 
them and cast them out forever, even apart from sin, they should never persuade us to 
do so. For it is enough that when we come to this depth of the mystery of God, we 
speak with the apostle Rom. 11: "His judgments are unsearchable," and 1 Cor. 15: "We 
give thanks to God, who has given us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ. What 
is above this, Christ our Savior will Himself reveal to us in eternal life." ("Apology of 
the Formula of Concord." Dresden, 1584, fol. 206 f.) - Selnecker: "Although God could 
make willing ones out of all unwilling ones, he does not do so; and why he does not do 
so, he has his most justified and wisest reasons, which it is not our business to 
investigate. Rather, we owe thanks with all our hearts that he has called us to the 
fellowship of eternal life through the sermon of the gospel, and has enlightened our 


hearts through faith." "In 
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Omnes Epp.D. Pauli apost. Commentar." Leipzig, 1595, fol. 213.) - Timotheus 
Kirchner: "Since faith in Christ is a special gift of God, why does he not give it to all? 
Answer: We should save this question for eternal life; but let it suffice us that God does 
not want us to search out his secret judgments, Rom. 11: 'O what depth of riches, both 
of wisdom and knowledge of God! How utterly incomprehensible are his judgments!"" 


¢"Enchiridion," p. 143.) - And now from that time some judgments about 
Melanchthon's sentence. At the Herzberg Colloquium, Andrea said: "The ‘Loci 
Communes’... 

Melanchthon's statements are useful. But whoever runs the locum de libero 


arbitrio in them must confess, even if he judges in the mildest way, that the 
sayings are doubtful and ambiguous. And what are the 4 paragraphs that 


were introduced after Luther's death? It stands in it: There must necessarily 
be a cause of difference in us why a Saul is rejected and a David 
accepted." (Reprint of the minutes in "Lehre und Wehre," Vol. 28, p. 446.) 


- Conrad Schliisselburg lists "praecipuos Synergistarum errores" under 8 
numbers. No. 2 reads: "In nobis esse causam, cur alii assentiantur 


promissioni gratiae, alii non assentiantur." (,,Catalogus" V, p. 16.17.) - Just 
as decisively, Hutter renounces Melanchthon's sentence, expressing it as 


a synergistic error. ("Explicatio F. C.", p. 200. 201.) - Johann Musaus (in 
the 17th century) did not stick to the Lutheran doctrines. But nevertheless 
he had retained a feeling for the fact that Lutherans do not take the cause 
of the difference, why some are converted before others, in the man, that 
is, do not give a uniform cause of the difference, but urge division. To the 
reproach of the Reformed theologian Wendelinus that the Lutherans take 
man as the reason why some are converted and others not, Musaeus 
answers: "Wendelinus does not take the opinion of ours quite honestly, 
and expresses it ambiguously, so that he can find fault with it. First of all, 
ours do not say that the cause of the difference between those who are 
converted and those who are not lies solely in man; but they all say with 
one voice that the cause of the difference between those who are 
converted and those who are not lies in man. 
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The reason why those are converted who are ever converted does not lie 
in man, but solely in God; but the reason why those are not converted who 
persist in ungodliness does not lie in God, but solely in man. 


("Colleg.controv.," p. 390.) - On the other hand, as already noted, modern 
Lutheran theology finds the cause why some are converted and others not, 


unice penes hominem, namely, in human good conduct, self-decision, etc. 
Whoever does not want to use the key of human behavior to solve the 


question: "Cur alii prae alii?" makes himself suspect of Calvinism in their 
opinion. Among the theologians of the 19th century Guericke judges 
differently. He says: The Lutheran church teaches: "The saved becomes 
saved by God's grace alone (in Christ), without any merit of his own; the 
un-saved becomes un-saved through his own fault, because he continually 
resists divine grace. Why the resistance of the former to divine grace is 
finally broken, but that of the latter is not, is not the merit of the former, but 
the fault of the latter. The underlying inner disposition of man, however, if 
it is good, comes only from God, but if it is evil, it does not come from God; 
but man with his stupid mind, clouded by sin, is not able to explore this 
deepest depth of the divine workshop, and it is greater wisdom to 
acknowledge the divine mystery than to solve it blasphemously." 
("Symbolik," 3rd ed., p. 395 f.) 

We have said above that in the sentences which the assembly of Arausio A. D. 
529, the same scriptural result is already present in a short version, which is explained 
and justified in detail in the 11th article of the Formula of Concord. There, on the one 


hand, the praedestinatio ad malum is most decisively rejected, on the other hand, 
the error that faith and salvation have any cause in man is pursued into all nooks and 
crannies and refuted by clear scriptural statements. The decisions of the Council of 


Arausio, which comprise 25 sentences (capitula), deserve to be better known than they 
are. We put some of them here (after Mansi,Amplissima Coll. Concil., VIII, 712 
ff.): 

III. si quis ad invocationem humanam gratiam Dei dicit posse conferri, 
non autem ipsam gratiam facere, ut invocetur a nobis, contradicit Isaiae 
prophetae vel apostolo idem dicenti: Inventus sum 
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a non quaerentibus me, palam apparui his, qui me non interrogabant. V. Si 
quis sicut augmentum, ita etiam initium fidei, ipsumque credulitatis affectum 
(the state of faith), quo in eum credimus, qui justificat impium . . . non per 
gratiae donum, id est, per inspirationem Spiritus Sancti corrigentem 
voluntatem nostram ab infidelitate ad fidem, ab impietate ad pietatem, sed 
naturaliter nobis inesse dicit, apostolicis dogmatibus adversarius 
approbabatur, beato Paulo docente: Confidimus, quia, qui coepit in nobis 
bonum opus, perficiet usque in diem Domini nostri, Jesu Christi; et illud: 
Vobis datum est pro Christo non solum, ut in eum credatis, sed etiam ut pro 
dio patiamini, et: Gratia salvi facti estis per fidem, et hoc non ex vobis, Dei 
enim donum est. VII. Si quis per naturae vigorem bonum aliquid, quod ad 
salutem pertinet vitae aeternae, cogitare ut expedit aut eligere sive salvari, id 
est, evangelicae praedicationi consentire posse confirmat absque 
illuminatione et inspiratione Spiritus Sancti, qui dat omnibus suavitatem in 
consentiendo et credendo veritati, haeretico fallitur spiritu, non intelligens 
vocem Dei in evangelio dicentis: Sine me nihil potestis facere, et illud 
apostoli: Non quod idonei simus cogitare aliquid a nobis, quasi ex nobis, sed 
sufficientia nostra ex Deo est. 1X. Divini est muneris, cum et recte cogitamus, 
et pedes nostros a falsitate et injustitia continemus. Quoties enim bona 
agimus, Deus in nobis atque nobiscum ut operemur operatur. XII. Tales nos 
amat Deus, quales futuri sumus ipsius dono, non quales sumus nostro merito. 
XIII. Arbitrium voluntatis in primo homine infirmatum nisi per gratiam 
baptismi non potest reparari: quod amissum, nisi a quo potuit dari, non potest 
reddi. Unde veritas ipsa dicit: Si vos Filius liberavit, tunc vere liberi eritis. 
XV. Ab eo quod formavit Deus mutatus est Adam, sed in pejus per 
iniquitatem suam: ab eo quod operata est iniquitas mutatur fidelis, sed in 
melius per gratiam Dei. Illa ergo mutatio fuit praevaricatoris primi: haec 
secundum Psalmistam: Mutatio est dexterae excelsi. XXII Nemo habet de 
suo, nisi mendacium et peccatum. Si quid autem habet homo veritatis atque 
justitiae, ab illo fonte est, quem debemus sitire in hac eremo, ut ex eo quasi 
guttis quibusdam irrorati non deficiamus in via. XXIII. suam voluntatem 
homines faciunt, non Dei, quando id agunt, quod Deo displicet. Quando 
autem id faciunt, quod volunt, ut divinae serviant voluntati, quamvis volentes 
agant, illius tamen voluntas est, a quo et praeparatur et jubetur, quod volunt. 
XXV. Prorsus donum Dei est diligere Deum. Ipse ut diligeretur 
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dedit, qui non dilectus diligit. Displicentes amati sumus, ut fieret in nobis 
unde placeremus. Diffundit enim caritatem in cordibus nostris Spiritus Patris 
et Filii, quem cum Patre amamus et Filio. 

Ac sic secundum suprascriptas sanctarum scripturarum sententias, vel 
antiquorum patrum definitiones, hoc Deo propitiante et praedicare debemus 
et credere; quod per peccatum primi hominis inclinatum et attenuatum fuerit 
liberum arbitrium, ut nullus postea aut diligere Deum, sicut oportuit, aut 
credere in Deum, aut operari propter Deum quod bonum est possit, nisi eum 
gratia misericordiae divinae praevenerit. Unde et Abel justo, et Noe, et 
Abrahae et Isaac, et Jacob, et omni antiquorum patrum multitudini, illam 
praeclaram fidem, quam in ipsorum laude praedicat apostolus Paulus, non per 
bonum naturae, quod prius in Adam datum fuerat, sed per gratiam Dei 
credimus fuisse collatam. Quam gratiam, etiam post adventum Domini, 
omnibus, qui baptizari desiderant, non in libero arbitrio haberi, sed Christi 
novimus simul et credimus largitate conferri: secundum illud, quod saepe jam 
dictum est, et quod praedicat Paulus apostolus: Vobis datum est pro Christo, 
non solum ut in eum credatis, sed etiam ut pro illo patiamini; et illud: Deus, 
qui coepit in vobis bonum opus, perficiet usque in diem Domini nostri, Jesu 
Christi; et illud: Gratia salvi facti estis per fidem, et hoc non ex vobis: Dei 
enim donum est. Et quod de seipso ait apostolus : Misericordiam consecutus 
sum, ut fidelis essem. Non dixit: quia eram, sed: ut essem; et illud: Quid habes, 
quod non accepisti? et illud: Omne datum bonum, et omne donum perfectum 
desursum est, descendens a Patre luminum, et illud: Nemo habet quidquam, 
nisi illi datum fuerit desuper. Innumerabilia sunt sanctarum scripturarum 
testimonia, quae possunt ad probandam gratiam proferri: sed brevitatis studio 
praetermissa sunt, quia et revera cui pauca non sufficiunt, plura non 
proderunt. . . . Aliquos vero ad malum divina potestate praedestinatos esse 
non solum non credimus, sed etiam, si sunt qui tantum malum credere velint, 


cum omni detestatione illis anathema dicimus. 

Particular attention should also be paid to sentence XVI, which is directed against 
those who ascribe to themselves a better behavior in comparison with others and think 
that they have become eligible for grace because they have outwardly sent themselves 
into the order of salvation. Such people are judged to have either not yet attained grace 
or to stand in danger of losing grace again. Sentence XVI reads: Nemo ex e0 quod 


videtur. 
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habere glorietur, tanquam non acceperit; aut ideo se putet accepisse, quia 
litera extrinsecus, vel ut legeretur apparuit, vel ut audiretur sonuit. Nam sicut 
apostolus dicit: Si per legem justitia, ergo Christus gratis mortuus est. 
Ascendens in altum captivavit captivitatem, dedit dona hominibus. Inde habet 
quicumque habet. Quisquis autem se inde habere negat, aut vere non habet, 
aut id quod videtur habere aufertur ab eo.. 


b) There are a number of expressions that hide the denial of sola 


gratia, These sayings can be called by the collective name of "synergistic 
phraseology". The phrases usually begin thus: "It stands firm that 
conversion and salvation are due to God's grace alone, but" - and then 
follow a whole number of "buts" by which not only factually, but in part also 
disertis verbis, the sole efficacy of grace is denied, Melanchthon's three- 
cause doctrine is put forward, and human will is made the causa efficiens 


of conversion in addition to God's grace. Here belongs the saying: "All is 
grace, but man is not an animal. This was also the argument of the 
Anhaltians at the Herzberg Colloquium against the Formula of Concord. To 
be sure, man is not an animal, but a rational creature, which has intellect 
and will. But - as the Formula of Concord itself says (Muller, p. 602) - man 
equipped with understanding and will has no understanding and will in 
spiritual things after the fall before conversion, namely to recognize and 
accept the gospel as truth. On the contrary, as long as man is not born 
again, he sets his mind and will against the gospel, so that in this respect 
he resembles not merely a beast, but "a wild, unruly beast" (etiam ferae 


indomitae), as the Formula of Concord (Muller, p. 593, § 19) says. The 
expression: "Allis grace, but man is not a beast, but has understanding and 
will" is factually meant as follows: "Man still has understanding and will in 
spiritual things. The way of speaking is factually reduced to the facultas 
applicandi se ad gratiam. It places next to the grace of God a natural ability 
of man to believe and is thus a denial of sola gratia. To the synergistic 


phraseology belongs furthermore the saying: "All is grace, but man can still 
use the means of grace. 
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and so send themselves into the order of salvation; from this it is explained 
why some are converted before others." It is true that a man can come into 
the external fellowship of the church by natural means and use the means 
of grace. He should do so, and he who despises the means of grace forfeits 
his conversion and salvation from the outset. (Formula of Concord, Muller, 
p. 602, § 57.) But with the outward use of the means of grace man does 
not yet make a contribution to his conversion, neither a small contribution 
nor the decisive one, as is already evident from the fact that many who 
stand in the outward use of the means of grace remain unconverted. The 
old Lutheran doctrines rightly say, "In the way of the outward use of the 
means of grace, not because of that use, God converts." Kromayer says: 
"Auditus verbi externus non habet rationem meriti, sed medii." ("Theologia 
posit.-polem." |, p. 537.) Kromayer rightly reminds us that one makes a 


meritum congrui out of the external use of the means of grace, if one finds 
in it the cause why God turns to a certain man with his grace. Also in the 
decisions of the Council of Orange it is said that those have fallen away 
from grace and want to be saved from works of the law, who make the 


hearing of the word something that distinguishes them from others: "Nemo 
ideo se putet accepisse, quia litera extrinsecus vel ut legeretur apparuit vel ut 
audiretur sonuit. Nam sicut apostolus dicit: Si per legem justitia, ergo 


Christus gratis mortuus est." The Concil 

is absolutely right. Whoever finds in the outward use of the means of grace, 
in outwardly sending himself into the order of salvation, the reason or 
explanation why grace has been granted to him before others, makes of 
the outward use of the means of grace a meritorious work and has fallen 


away from sola gratia. - In particular, the denial of sola gratia is concealed 
under the phrase: "All is grace, but grace does not work irresistibly." 
Dieckhoff, after all, has fought our position in two writings. In both writings 
the argument recurs in manifold variations: "Since grace does not work 
irresistibly, it depends on the behavior of man toward grace that he comes 
to faith and persists in faith." This argument has at all times - we find it 
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especially extensively used by Latermann - made many people crazy. We 
are allowed to put here what "Lehre und Wehre" stated against Dieckhoff. 
There it says (Jahrg. 1887, p. 161): "He (Dieckhoff) wants to give a 'reason' 
why some men are converted and saved before others, why some are 
chosen to salvation before others. And this ‘reason’, for which human 
reason has always gone in search and which it has not yet discovered 
without falling into either Calvinism or synergism-this 'reason' Dieckhoff 
finds in the fact that grace does not work irresistibly. He says at the end of 
his first 'rebuttal' (p. 78): "That the Missourians can only free themselves 
from the predestinatian falsehood in which they have lost themselves, if 
they recognize that, because grace does not work irresistibly even in the 
elect, the reason why, in distinction from the rest of the called, only the 
elect are elect, does not lie in God, not in His eternal Election of Grace and 
in His working, but rather in the fact, foreseen by God, that the elect do not 
hinder the work of grace by resisting it, as they can according to the 
freedom left to them in relation to the divine working of grace.' We pass 
over the insinuation here, as if we made the Election of Grace the cause 
of the fact that only a few are saved. According to Scripture and the 
confession in Jesus Christ, the Election of Grace is the cause that the few 
who are saved are actually saved. But it is not the cause that only a few 
will be saved. The latter is imputed to us again and again, even though we 
have repeatedly rejected it. But we will leave that for now and note 
Dieckhoff's statement, in so far as it is relevant to our present discussion. 
Dieckhoff, then, says that the 'reason' why only the elect are chosen, as 
distinguished from the rest of the called, is that grace does not work 
irresistibly. What is meant by this: that grace does not work irresistibly is 
the reason why some are converted and saved before others, why some 
are chosen before others? What kind of a strange connection of thought is 
this, according to which the irresistibility of grace is made the reason why 
some are chosen before others and become saved? How can Dieckhoff 
find a 'reason' for this in the circumstance that one can remain without faith 


and salvation in spite of grace - nota bene a 'reason'? 
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This is the reason that makes it clear to the understanding mind that, in 
contrast to others, one actually comes to faith and is saved. If this address 
has any meaning at all - and that should surely be the case - it is only this: 
because grace does not work all that belongs to conversion and salvation, 
but also leaves room for the natural powers of man to work in this trend, 
so that, apart from grace, some excel before others with their natural 
powers, 'behave' well, there is a 'reason' and is declared to human reason 
why some are converted and saved before others. This and no other is the 
meaning of Dieckhoff's statement. Dieckhoff has lost his way here into a 
dead end from which there is no escape for him. Here he must confess the 
synergistic sense of his discussion of resistible and irresistible grace. As 
certainly as he uses the fact that grace does not work irresistibly as a 
reason for explaining why some are converted and saved before others, 
so certainly is ‘irresistible’ grace not an all-working grace, but a grace that 
leaves so much room for the work of man according to his natural powers 
that man thereby actually brings about his conversion, salvation, and 
election. Here is the point where all the beautiful addresses of 'grace’ and 
of a behavior worked by grace fail the service for the synergists. For if one 
wanted to declare the "behavior" by which the blessed differ 
advantageously from the rest of the called, again as a product of grace, 
then nothing at all would be explained, and no "reason" would emerge for 
the understanding mind why some are chosen before others. Specifically, 
there is nothing here that obscures the distinction, so popular with the 
synergists, between a man who is still entirely unconverted and one who 
is already under converting grace. For whether one ascribes the decisive 
good apostasy to the unconverted or to the one in the process of 
conversion, the apostasy must always be thought, on the other hand, not 
as a product of grace, but as a product of natural forces; for only in the 
latter case does the "conduct" give a reason for explanation. It is therefore 
absolutely not true what Dieckhoff repeatedly asserts, that he leaves the 
sole causal wedge of grace standing and thinks of a behavior wrought by 
grace, when he says that the conversion, salvation, and the death of the 
poor are the result of grace. 
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and predestination of a man is conditioned by human behavior. This is 
certainly not true, as he finds in 'behavior' for human reason the reason 
why some are converted and saved before others. Dr. Dieckhoff thus gains 
from his discussion of 'resistible' grace a good quality of the natural man, 
namely, the quality that the natural man can afford non-resistance to grace. 
In the above-mentioned words he also expresses this quite directly when 
he says in a strangely winding train of thought: because grace does not 
work irresistibly, the fact foreseen by God comes about that the elect do 
not prevent the work of grace by resistance like the others who are called. 
‘Grace does not work irresistibly’ is therefore for Dieckhoff also as much: 
‘Man can also still accomplish something without grace, and precisely the 
decisive thing." 


c) We have mainly addressed conversion and preservation, not so 
much Election of Grace. But the matter is the same. The secret in the 
doctrine of conversion is also the secret in the doctrine of Election of Grace, 
and vice versa. Our Confession, too, under the title "Of the Eternal 


Providence (praedestinatione) and Election of God" (in the eleventh article 
of the Formula of Concord), deals with the question why, among men, 
some are converted and saved before others: "Item, one is hardened, 
blinded, given into a perverse mind, another, as well in the same guilt, is 


converted again." (Muller, p. 716 f., § 57-64.) The articles of free will, of 
conversion, and of eternal election are so closely related in fact that every 
detailed treatment of one article leads also to the discussion of the other. 
Church history proves this. As soon as the Articles of Free Will and of 
Conversion were brought into public controversy, the doctrines of Election 
of Grace naturally came up. This was the case in the 5th and 6th centuries, 
as well as in the 16th and 17th centuries. It was also the case with us at 
the end of the 19th century. If the controversy nominally began with the 
doctrine of Election of Grace, we were thrown back to the doctrines of free 
will and conversion from the beginning. This was not the result of the fact 
that the 
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The reason for this is that the doctrine of Election of Grace cannot be 
separated from the doctrine of free will and conversion. Already the word 


Election of Grace (€yhoyn yapttoc, Rom. 11, 5.) contains. 

A statement about the cause of conversion and the preservation of all 
those who are saved, namely, that the conversion and salvation of those 
who are saved does not depend in any sense on themselves, but solely 
on God's grace, as the apostle immediately adds in the following verse: 
"But if it be by grace, it is not of merit of works; otherwise grace would not 
be grace," Rom. 11:6. There is chiefly One great misconception of the 
doctrine of Election of Grace. It is the one according to which the Election 
of Grace is normed by divine foreknowledge. One has asked what God 
saw in the elect, by which he was moved or induced to their election. The 


scripture does not give the slightest reason for this intuitu theory in its 
whole scale - the consideration of good works, love, faith, behavior etc. - 


not even by the intuitu fidei, Rom. 8, 29, 

since it constantly represents the entire temporal state of grace of Christians from their 
calling to their introduction into glory as a consequence of their eternal election. That 
one nevertheless asked with great obstinacy: "What has God foreknown and 
considered in the elect?" comes from the fact that one, like Melanchthon, from the 
outset determined for himself: "there must necessarily be in us_men_a cause of 
difference, etc.". From this false idea the clear scriptural statements about the Election 
of Grace were then made dark and perverted. We must not give room to the thought 
that the understanding of the scriptural passages dealing with the Election of Grace 
requires great exegetical wisdom and that this is the cause of the aberration in the 
doctrine of the Election of Grace. The error in this doctrine is based on an error in the 


doctrine of conversion, specifically the rationalistic-synergistic error: Necesse est, in 
nobis esse aliquam discriminis causam, cur Saul abjiciatur, David 
recipiatur." 


Appeal 


to all Lutherans who wish to form 
a judgment on the doctrinal controversy in the American 
Lutheran Church. 


Still in the last edition of the "Kirchengeschichte fir Studirende" 
(Church History for Students) by Dr. Kurtz (Leipzig, 1890) the following 
passage is found: "In the bosom of the Missouri 'Synodical Conference’, 
which at that time consisted of 5 synods, a seed of dogmatic discord 
sprouted rampantly at the beginning of the seventies. A large part of the 
synodicals in question, with Dr. Walther at their head, had developed a 
peculiar doctrine of predestination, which they raised to the banner of 
orthodox confession as the only genuine Lutheran one. They taught that 
God had chosen a number of men from eternity to salvation and had 
decided that they should and must be saved. Salvation in Christ is offered 
to all, but only in the case of the elect does God see to it that they grasp it 


safely and do not lose it again, not intuitu fidei, but only according to his 
pure good pleasure. It is true that even an elect can seem to fall temporarily 
from grace, but he cannot die without first knowing himself to be in full 
possession of it again. As early as 1872, Prof. Fritschel took exception to 
this view as essentially Calvinistic. Opposition also arose within the 
Missourian Pastoral Conference. Prof. Asperheim (at the seminary of the 
Norwegian Synod at Madison in Wisconsin), who first spoke out against it 
(1878), was forced to resign his office and to leave the synod. However, 
the dispute only became really heated at the two extremely well attended 
conferences (about 500 pastors), in Chicago in 1880, where Prof. Stellhorn 
of Fort Wayne, and three months later in Milwaukee in 1881, where Prof. 
Schmidt of Madison vigorously opposed it. Walther closed the conference 
with the words: 'You want war, you shall have war.' As a result 
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the whole of Ohio, as well as a large part of the (Norwegian) Wisconsin 
Synod, abandoned church fellowship with Missouri." (Vol. Il, Th. 2, p. 262.) 
What a mixture of pure fiction and half-understood truths in a work that is 
widely distributed in Germany and beyond, and which Zéckler calls "the 
most accomplished in content and form and currently the most proficient 
achievement" in the field of church history! We cannot assume that Kurtz 
wanted to do us an injustice. We are therefore forced to assume that Kurtz 
has never read a presentation of our doctrines written by us. He has written 
"history" on the basis of the representations of our opponents. And as 
Kurtz acted, so one proceeds almost generally in Germany. One simply 
ignores our writings and sticks to the representations of our opponents. 
We can at best bear this. As a Lutheran church in America, we do not live 
from the recognition of German theologians, but from the Word of God. 
And God's grace has allowed us to grow and prosper so far. But because 
people in Germany continue to report about us, and because a movement 
has recently arisen there to initiate proceedings with the entire Lutheran 
Church for the purpose of unification, our request is certainly justified: 
From now on, one should read at least one or the other of our writings in 
Germany, if one wants to form an opinion about the doctrinal dispute in the 
American Lutheran Church. We must also address the same request to 
wide circles in America. The writer of this has learned again, especially in 
the last few months on official travels, that in the West, Northwest and on 
the Pacific Coast many, many Lutherans consider this to be a 
characteristic of the Missourians: "The Missourians teach and believe that 
God has destined the greatest part of man to eternal damnation. How did 
they arrive at this idea? By forming a judgment about our doctrinal position 
merely on the basis of what our opponents have written and said about us. 
Such a procedure corresponds neither to love nor to righteousness. If one 
has read or heard what our opponents accusingly bring up against us, then 
one does not yet pass judgment, but then first reads and hears our 
doctrinal exposition. Then pass judgment according to the Word of God. 
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In this process, we expect to come to the realization that this is the core 
and star of our doctrine: grace alone makes saved, and this grace is as 
universal as sunlight. It is not absolutely necessary to read many scriptures. 
From our side, for example, read the thirteen sentences written by Dr. 
Walther, to which the entire Synod has committed itself, and add the tract 
"The Doctrine of the Election of Grace in Question and Answer, with a 
Preface and Epilogue by C. F. W. Walther". Synodal reports of the 
Wisconsin Synod, etc., also give a clear insight into our doctrinal position. 
Also a volume of "Lehre und Wehre" from the time of the public struggle 
would be quite sufficient for orientation. We are assured that almost in the 
entire Lutheran Church in America there is a desire for unity. So-called "free 
conferences" have been organized. But remember that "free conferences" 
are always attended by only a very limited number of synod members. The 
large number of listeners and teachers will therefore always be dependent 
on the careful reading of one or another of the public writings, if they want 
to gain an objective judgment of the doctrines of the Synodical Conference. 

We would like to touch on one more point. Just since the "free 
conference" in Watertown we have received several letters from circles 
outside the Synodical Conference. These letters express the heartfelt 
desire that the Lutherans of America should confess the divine truth against 
the world, Rome and the sects as if with one mouth. At the same time, the 
view is expressed more or less openly that the contending parties are 
already in heartfelt agreement in the main matter and that the dispute is for 
the most part only a dispute of words. This view of the situation is an error, 
and one that we must guard against if we really want to eliminate the 
division. We are still separated by the deep gulf that lies between the later 
Melanchthon and the Formula of Concord. All those who have fought us in 


Germany and America as Calvinists represent the causa discriminis in 


nobis. They all find in human behavior the uniform cause of the difference 
why some are converted and others not. The doctrines are taught in great 
agreement. 
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Just as human behavior, namely evil behavior, is the cause of non- 
conversion and perdition, so also human behavior, namely good behavior, 
is the decisive cause of conversion and salvation. Thus salvation actually 
stands on "human behavior" (cessation of "willful resistance," self-decision, 
etc.) instead of on God's grace. This is how things stand theologically. We 
should not be mistaken about this. We must banish "human behavior" as 
the unitary cause of difference, just as the Lutheran theologians of the 16th 


century renounced it uno ore by rejecting Melanchthon's phrase: "in nobis 


esse aliquam discriminis causam." We must agree on this: The cause of the 
difference on the good side - that | express myself in this way - namely on 
the side of conversion and salvation, lies in God. The cause of the 
difference on the evil side, on the side of non-conversion and perishing, lies 
in man. It is true now, always and forever: No man is lost because God did 
not want to make him saved. God not only tells us this in his Word of God, 
he also swears to us, and the tears of the Son of God before Jerusalem 
take witness to this. To be lost stands on human conduct. But it is not true 
that my salvation stands on my conduct. My salvation stands solely on 
God's grace, in the hand of my gracious and almighty Savior, and not in the 
thousandth part on my human behavior. And thanks be to God now and 
forever that it is so. For if my salvation stood on my "cessation of wilful 
refrainings" or on my "self-decision," | would not have the slightest hope of 
salvation, since nothing good resides in my flesh. Why do we want to stand 
in the light like this? In this address: that conversion and salvation must 


stand on our conduct ("necesse est"), so that one can hold fast to universal 
grace, the flesh, which can still be found in Christian theologians, has once 
again gathered its pseudo-wisdom to tear out the heart of Christianity. The 
reason for salvation, grace, is abandoned under the conceit that this is the 
only way to save universal grace. They say: It is not meant so evil! That 
give 


47 


we agree. Even with theologians, theory and practice do not always 
coincide. Practice is often better than theory, thank God! There have been 
theologians at all times who have taught wrong doctrines and believed 
right. Melanchthon, according to all we know of his end, died saved. In his 
life before God, in his heart and conscience, he did not base the 


forgiveness of his sins and his salvation on his "dissimilis actio" but on 


God's grace alone. He left his "dissimilis actio" at the study table, where it 
had originated, because his “philosophy plagued him," as Luther said of 
him. So we are well aware that even at this time all our opponents, as many 
of them are Christians, base their salvation on God's grace alone and let it 
depend on God's grace, even though as "theologians" they demand that 
the reason why some are converted and saved before others is to be 
transferred quite necessarily to human behavior, self-decision, etc. This is 
the unity in faith. This is the unity in faith in which all Christianity on earth 
stands through the action of the Holy Spirit. All Christians on the whole 
earth agree in their hearts with what the Synodical Conference publicly 
teaches. They base their present and future salvation on God's grace in 
Christ alone. No Christian holds in his heart and before God, that is, as a 
Christian and a new man, that he has a preference before God, that he is 
better than other men and therefore has attained grace. Everyone who has 
come to believe in Christ has been in hell before - to speak with Luther - 
that is, has completely despaired of all his own actions and behavior. So, 
we admit that many of our opponents certainly agree with us in their hearts. 
We are glad about that from the bottom of our hearts. It does not stand with 
us so-called "Missourians," as we are unfortunately almost universally 
portrayed, as if it were our heart's delight to be able to condemn and 
condemn quite a few people. We can assure God that we not only read 
with interest necrologies about well-known persons from the opposing 
camp, but also thank God from the bottom of our hearts when it is reported 
that theological opponents have died by God's grace in Christ, and that we 
then ask God to grant us a farewell by Christ's grace alone. For just as it is 
possible for a false speaker to be saved by God's grace, so it is also 
possible for a false speaker to be saved by God's grace. 
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If a man believes correctly, there is also the possibility that a man who 
speaks correctly believes falsely through the devil's deceit, is arrogant 
before God and is lost. But in all of this, one thing stands firm: rightly 
speaking is also to be done. What one believes rightly in the heart, one 
should also confess rightly with the mouth. Also dogmatically - in public 
doctrines and address - everything should be in order. There is no 
license in the Christian Church to speak anything other than the Word of 
God. The address that the cause why we are converted and saved, 
while others remain unconverted and are lost, lies in us men, and that 
therefore conversion and salvation 

stand on human conduct - this address has no right in the Christian 
church. It is contrary to Scripture, annoying and extremely dangerous. 


F. Pieper. 


